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Interpersonal trust is an important social resource that can facilitate cooperation and enable coordinated social interactions (Blau, 1964; Coleman, 1988; Zucker, 1986) . It reduces the need to monitor others' behavior, formalize procedures, and create completely specified contracts (Macauley, 1963; Powell, 1990 ). Because trust facilitates informal cooperation and reduces negotiation costs, it is invaluable to organizations that depend on cross-functional teams, interorganizational partnerships, temporary workgroups, and other cooperative structures to coordinate work (e.g., Creed & Miles, 1996; Powell, 1990; Ring & Van de Ven, 1994) .
In today's flatter organizations, jobs often require cooperation across boundaries, such as functional areas, divisions, and managementversus-union lines. People are continually asked to cross group boundaries to secure cooperation from individuals over whom they have no hierarchical control. However, it is often difficult to develop trust and cooperation across group boundaries, because people frequently perceive individuals from other groups as potential adversaries with conflicting goals, beliefs, or styles of interacting (e.g., Fiske & Ruscher, 1993; Kramer, 1991; Kramer & Messick, 1998; Sitkin & Roth, 1993) . Even when there is no tension among groups, people in organizations often interact with individuals from other groups as though those individuals were representatives of their respective groups (Kramer, 1991; Labianca, Brass, & Gray, 1998) . And when individuals are viewed as representatives of a social group, interpersonal and intergroup interactions fuse such that the affect and beliefs associated with that social group influence interpersonal interactions with specific group members (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990 ).
Such fusion is likely to influence trust development, because beliefs about trustworthiness are often associated with social group membership. For instance, people usually hold positive perceptions of fellow group members' trustworthiness and exhibit cooperative behavior toward them (e.g., Brewer, 1979; Brewer & Kramer, 1985; Kramer & Brewer, 1984) . In contrast, when people do not belong to a particular group, they often believe members of that group are less trustworthy than members of their own group (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998; Kramer, 1994; Kramer & Messick, 1998) .
A similarity-trust, dissimilarity-distrust paradigm, however, does not adequately capture the effects of dissimilar group membership on interpersonal trust, because dissimilar group membership can be associated with either trust or distrust. For instance, some evidence suggests that people from dissimilar groups, such as different functional areas or demographic categories (e.g., race, gender), view members of contrasting groups with distrust, suspicion, and animosity (e.g., Cox, 1993 Meyerson et al. (1996) describe trust development among professionals working in temporary work systems. They propose that dissimilar professional group membership is associated with rapid trust development in this context, because individuals associate positive beliefs about competence and "good will" with the other professional groups working on the project.
In many contexts institutional bases of trust (e.g., the confidence associated with professional certification, ethics, and training) can generate positive beliefs about a group's trustworthiness-beliefs that facilitate trust development even when group members and their counterparts are from dissimilar social groups, and evidence-based information about specific group members' trustworthiness is not yet available (McKnight et al., 1998; Meyerson et al., 1996; Zucker, 1986 ). More broadly, the expectation that another group (e.g., profession, department, division, or so forth) is likely to help or cooperate with one's own group generates positive beliefs about group members' trustworthiness (e.g., Meyerson et al., 1996; Tjosvold, 1988) , and the opposite expectation-that another group is likely to compete with one's group-generates negative beliefs about trustworthiness (e.g., Fiske & Ruscher, 1993) .
Beliefs about trustworthiness also may be influenced by the affect associated with a social group. "People often hold strong affective predispositions toward certain social groups" (Jussim, In this article I seek to create a fuller, affective-cognitive account of how group membership influences trust development between individuals from dissimilar groups. I use the wellestablished constructs of competitive and cooperative group interdependence to frame the trust literature and to explain the contrasting positive and negative influences that dissimilar group membership can have on trust development. Further, I develop a model that extends current literature by delineating multiple mechanisms through which affect impacts trust.
This model proposes that affective reactions to another person's group membership may influence the cognitions, motives, and behaviors associated with trust development. For example, affect can make independent and nonconscious contributions to judgments, such as evaluations of trustworthiness (e.g., Bargh, 1984; Schwarz, 1990 The remainder of this article is organized as follows. First, I define trust and provide a brief overview of its development. Next, the factors that influence the beliefs and feelings associated with dissimilar social group membership are explored. I then present a model delineating how social group membership and affect influence trust development. Finally, the boundary conditions, implications, and contributions of the model are discussed.
TRUST DEVELOPMENT

Trust Defined
Trust is defined here as one's willingness to rely on another's actions in a situation involving the risk of opportunism (Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Zand, 1972) . For example, when boundary-spanning individuals are willing to reveal sensitive firm information to suppliers, they are willing to risk the harm that would result if this information were shared with their competitors. Trust is based on individuals' expectations that others will behave in ways that are helpful or at least not harmful (Gambetta, 1988) . These expectations, in turn, are based both on people's perceptions of others' trustworthiness (e.g., Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978 As many as ten dimensions of perceived trustworthiness have been identified (e.g., Butler, 1991; Gabarro, 1978; Mishra, 1996) . Mayer et al. (1995) have consolidated these dimensions into three basic categories, however, arguing that people's perceptions of others' ability, benevolence, and integrity explain a major portion of the variance in perceived trustworthiness. These authors define ability as a set of skills or competencies that allow an individual to perform in some area. Benevolence refers to an other-oriented desire to care for the protection of another (Hosmer, 1995) , and the perception of integrity involves the belief that another adheres to a set of principles that one finds acceptable (Mayer et al., 1995) . Empirical tests suggest that perceptions of ability, benevolence, and integrity constitute important cognitive antecedents of trust (Mayer & Davis, 1999 Rempel et al. (1985) propose that the deepest level of trust, which they call "faith," requires an emotional investment of "caring responses" and the foundation of a strong relationship or affective attachment. Similarly, McAllister (1995) proposes that trust based on "care and concern" is deeper (or "less superficial") than trust based primarily on cognitive perceptions of predictable, dependable behavior. Although in discrete models the influence of affect on deeper levels of trust is recognized, the potential influences of affect on more "shallow," cognitively based types of trust are often ignored. However, to the degree that affect influences judgments, motives, and thought processes, it may actually influence all stages and types of trust.
Theorists who conceptualize trust as a continuous process without distinct types of trust tend to ignore affect as a formal part of their models (e.g., Mayer et 
SOCIAL GROUP MEMBERSHIP AND CATEGORIZATION
Social categorization and self-categorization (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1987) are the primary psychological mechanisms through which group membership influences trust development. Social categorization refers to the process of grouping oneself or others into a social category in contrast to another, such as by gender, race, or profession (Turner, 1987) . Social categorization influences trust development through category-driven processing (i.e., stereotyping), a cognitive shortcut that allows people to rely on previously held beliefs rather than incoming information about specific group members (Hilton & von Hippel, 1996) .
After categorizing someone, an individual's impression formation and judgments may be driven by this initial categorization process (i.e., category driven) or may be influenced by individuating information (e.g., personal appearance, past behavior, other category memberships). Category-driven processing is a default processing strategy that is highly likely to occur when an individual is under time pressure, cognitively busy with other tasks, or not particularly motivated to make accurate impressions (Fiske & Taylor, 1991 Category-driven processing requires a high degree of perceived "fit" or overlap between an individual's attributes and the characteristics associated with a category (Fiske & Taylor, 1991) . When people expend the time and energy necessary to notice that others do not fit a category well, they usually attempt to recategorize the person into a subcategory (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) . A subcategory is influenced by the information in the initial category selected but also includes exceptional features that replace or append some of the original information (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990 ). For example, subcategorization has occurred when a person who was initially categorized as Latino is recategorized into the subcategory Latino-engineer-a subcategory likely to have information about mathematical expertise not found in the original category.
Subcategorizing people according to their multiple category memberships allows many of the beliefs and feelings associated with the original category to influence the beliefs and feelings associated with the individual. However, the subcategorization process falls between the extremes of category-driven processing (using only one category) and piecemeal integration (using only individuating information). Subcategorization may occur frequently in organizations because employees belong both to multiple demographic categories (e.g., gen-der, race, and age) and to one or more organizationally relevant categories (e.g., department, function, and/or business unit).
In this article I offer three reasons for investigating the influence of category-driven processing on interpersonal trust. First, people in organizations often perceive and interact with individuals from other groups as though they were representatives of their respective groups (Kramer, 1991; Labianca et al., 1998) . Second, as people move away from pure category-driven processing toward subcategorization, their processing is still influenced by the initial categorization process. Third, once the affect associated with a social group is triggered by the initial categorization process, it may immediately influence people's general affective state and have nonconscious effects on judgments (e.g., Dovidio & Gaertner, 1991; Olson & Zanna, 1993) . Although I examine the influence of dissimilar social category membership on trust development using the strongest case scenario, in which category-driven processing occurs, I recognize that contextual factors may influence the extent to which category-driven processing happens. This discussion of contextual factors appears in the section on boundary conditions.
SOCIAL GROUP MEMBERSHIP AND PREDICTORS OF TRUST
People tend to associate positive beliefs and feelings with the groups to which they belong (e.g., Brewer, 1979) . The beliefs and feelings they associate with other groups, however, may be positive, negative, or neutral (e.g., Brewer & Brown, 1998) . Two factors influence the trustrelated beliefs and affect that specific individuals associate with other social groups or categories: (1) people's own group memberships (e.g., Brewer, 1979; Turner, 1987) and (2) Competitive outgroup interdependence may lead to negative category-based perceptions of outgroup members' trustworthiness (i.e., integrity and benevolence). Real competition with an outgroup undermines perceptions of benevolence, because people with conflicting goals are not expected to act in ways that are benevolent or helpful (Tjosvold, 1988 (Fox, 1974) . Divisions or functional areas may struggle to obtain scarce resources (Eccles & White, 1988), to retain status (Donnellon, 1996), and/or to preserve the cherished norms and values of a professional group (Sitkin & Stickel, 1996) . Although dissimilar group membership is often researched in the context of intergroup competition, groups can also have relationships that are cooperatively interdependent or independent.
Dissimilar group membership and perceived trustworthiness: Cooperative outgroup interdependence. Cooperative interdependence exists when people believe that they gain when others succeed (e.g., Tjosvold, 1986 Tjosvold, , 1988 . Real cooperation exists when groups come together, interact, and form psychological relationships for mutual gain (Smith, Carroll, & Ashford, 1995: 10). For example, consultants from different areas of a company may need to work together to write a "winning" proposal (Tjosvold, 1988 Cooperative outgroup interdependence may lead to positive perceptions of group members' trustworthiness (e.g., Tjosvold, 1986). Symbolic cooperation (i.e., congruent core values) may lead people to believe that outgroup members are more likely to behave in accordance with shared values (i.e., perceived integrity), whereas real cooperation (i.e., goal/resource facilitation) may be associated with the belief that shared goals will lead members of other groups to act in ways that are in the best interest of the ingroup (i.e., perceived benevolence). Tjosvold (1988) found that when employees from different groups believed that the goals of their respective groups were cooperative, they expected people from other groups to act in helpful, collaborative, trustworthy ways. Similarly, Meyerson et al. (1996) describe how people from dissimilar professions were able to quickly develop the trust needed to complete complex tasks because they believed that everyone involved in the temporary work system held shared goals and that everyone involved would personally benefit from the project's success. Dissimilar group membership and perceived trustworthiness: Outgroup independence. When people view their relationship to an outgroup as independent, they believe two conditions exist: (1) outgroup members have relatively little ability to influence whether or not ingroup members achieve their goals, and (2) outgroup members hold values that neither strongly support nor violate their ingroup's core values and norms (Tjosvold, 1988) . When people are not dependent on another group in terms of real or symbolic interdependence, strong negative or positive beliefs about group members' benevolence or integrity are less likely. Thus, an independent outgroup category should lack the positive beliefs about benevolence and integrity often associated with ingroup categories and the negative beliefs often associated with competitive outgroups.
Because I do not propose that outgroup independence influences the beliefs people associate with an outgroup category, I do not address it in the propositions. The proposed influences of competitive and cooperative outgroup interdependence on category-based beliefs are as follows.
Proposition la: As the perception of real competition (i.e., goal/resource conflict) between two groups increases, ingroup members' beliefs about outgroup members' benevolence (i.e., category-based beliefs about benevolence) will decrease.
Proposition lb: As the perception of symbolic competition (i.e., core value/ norm incongruence) between two groups increases, ingroup members' beliefs about outgroup members' integrity (i.e., category-based beliefs about integrity) will decrease. Proposition 2a: As the perception of real cooperation (i.e., goal/resource facilitation) between two groups increases, ingroup members' beliefs about outgroup members' benevolence (i.e., category-based beliefs about benevolence) will increase. Proposition 2b: As the perception of symbolic cooperation (i.e., core value/ norm congruence) between two groups increases, ingroup members' beliefs about outgroup members' integrity (i.e., category-based beliefs about integrity) will increase.
Affect and Social Group Membership
Both similar and dissimilar group membership influence affect. The positive influence of similar group membership creates a backdrop for the more varied influence of dissimilar group membership.
Similar group membership and affect. In addition to generating positive beliefs about trustworthiness, similar group membership is associated with generating positive feelings that can create a "deficit" with respect to positive feelings for outgroup members (Brewer, 1979; Brewer & Brown, 1998) . For example, Dovidio and Gaertner (1993) found that even without a specific referent category, the ingroup pronoun "we" automatically activated positive categorybased affect (i.e., the affect associated with a social group category).
Group identification further enhances the positive affect generated by ingroup membership, because it fosters additional positive feelings-the positive feelings associated with affective attachments. An affective attachment to a group is similar to an affective attachment to an individual, in that it refers to an experience of feeling "joined, seen and felt, known, and not alone" (Kahn, 1998 When people view their relationship to an outgroup as independent in terms of both goals and values, the affect associated with that group may be neutral or may reflect the general positive or negative feelings associated with the affective tone of the category's general stereotype (e.g., kind-positive, deceitful-negative; Fiske, 1982) . However, because independent outgroups do not have the potential to interrupt ingroup goals, they are much less likely to be associated with strong affect than ingroups or interdependent outgroups. Tjosvold (1988) found no correlation between perceptions of independence from another group and positive feelings about future interactions with members of that group. Because I do not propose that outgroup independence significantly influences the feelings people associate with an outgroup category, I do not address it in the propositions. The proposed influences of competitive and cooperative outgroup interdependence are as follows.
Proposition 3: As the perception of either real competition (i.e., goal/ resource conflict) or symbolic competition (i.e., core value/norm incongruence) with an outgroup increases, the negative affect that ingroup members associate with the outgroup category (i.e., negative category-based affect) will increase. Proposition 4: As the perception of either real cooperation (i.e., goal/ resource facilitation) or symbolic cooperation (i.e., core value/norm congruence) with an outgroup increases, the positive affect that ingroup members associate with the outgroup category (i.e., positive category-based affect) will increase. Hypothesis 1: As category-based processing increases, the category-based affect associated with an outgroup category will have an increasing and content-consistent influence on the affect associated with individual outgroup members. Hypothesis 5a: As the positive category-based affect associated with an outgroup category increases, perceptions of trustworthiness will increase. Conversely, as the negative categorybased affect associated with an outgroup category increases, perceptions of trustworthiness will decrease.
AFFECTIVE-COGNITIVE MODEL OF DISSIMILAR GROUP MEMBERSHIP AND TRUST
Hypothesis 5b: As the positive affect that is felt for specific outgroup members increases, perceptions of trustworthiness will increase. Conversely, as the negative affect that is felt for specific outgroup members increases, perceptions of trustworthiness will decrease.
Affect and motivation to trust. The motivation to trust is defined here as the desire to view another person as trustworthy enough to be relied on. People who want to maintain their relationships with specific others may be motivated to view them as "trustworthy enough," because demonstrating trust in others is one way that people attempt to build and maintain social relationships (e.g., Blau, 1964; Coleman, 1988) . People striving to maintain a relationship, for instance, should avoid showing suspicion or displaying a reluctance to offer trust, because these behaviors often destroy personal relationships (Uzzi, 1997; Williamson, 1993) .
In general, affective states (e.g., liking, contempt) influence the motivation to trust because they are associated with the motivation to approach or avoid others (e.g., Fridja, 1988; Lazarus, 1991). Directed affective states, such as liking or admiration for a particular outgroup member, influence people's motivation to trust by enhancing their desire to approach and form connections with that group member. Conversely, negative affect and specific negative emotions, such as anxiety, disgust, and contempt, decrease the motivation to trust because these feelings prompt people to avoid interacting with others.
Affective attachments are particularly likely to increase people's motivation to trust because they not only motivate behaviors that maintain relationships but also invoke people's need to belong, which is "a powerful, fundamental, and extremely pervasive motivation" (Baumeister & Leary, 1995: 497) . Although affective attachments to outgroup members may develop over time and enhance people's motivation to trust particular outgroup members, affective attachments to an outgroup are much less likely than affective attachments to an ingroup. Therefore, it is more often the lack of attachment to outgroups and resulting lack of motivation to trust that influence how trust develops in new relationships with outgroup members.
Hypothesis 6: As the positive affect that is felt for specific outgroup members increases, motivation to trust will increase. Conversely, as the negative affect that is felt for specific outgroup members increases, motivation to trust will decrease.
The motivation to trust influences trust through "motivated reasoning"-a process that entails a less critical cognitive analysis of preference-consistent information (Ditto & Lopez, 1992). Using liking as a motivator, Ditto and Lopez (1992) found that subjects required more information to decide that a dislikable student was more intelligent than less intelligent. Similarly, when people are not motivated to trust an outgroup member, more evidence of trustworthiness may be required for trust to develop. The motivation to trust influences whether or not a certain level of perceived trustworthiness is high enough for one individual to trust another in a given situation. The more motivated people are to trust, the lower their threshold is for offering trust. Because less information is required to generate trust as the motivation to trust increases, every incremental increase in perceived trustworthiness should generate a greater increase in trust as the motivation to trust increases. Hypothesis 7a: As the motivation to trust increases, trust will increase, after controlling for increases in perceived trustworthiness.
Hypothesis 7b: As the motivation to trust increases, increases in perceived trustworthiness will generate greater increases in trust.
Motivation to trust will also influence how people evaluate others' behavior and how they update their perceptions of others' trustworthiness. For instance, people who are motivated to trust will require less information to perceive ambiguous behavior as trustworthy. This influence of the motivation to trust is discussed further in the section on feedback processes.
Affect and cooperative behavior. In organizational settings positive affect has been associated with helping behavior, generosity, and cooperation (George, 1991; George & Brief, 1992; Isen & Baron, 1991). George (1991) found that positive affect was a significant predictor of helpful behavior directed toward customers. Further, Isen notes that "a large body of research indicates that positive affect can influence social behavior-in particular, sociability, cooperativeness in negotiation, and kindness" (1987: 206). The positive mood generated by simple surprises, such as finding a coin or unexpectedly receiving cookies, has been found to influence people's willingness to help others (Isen, 1987) .
Although positive affect has primarily been shown to influence low-cost helping behaviors, such as picking up scattered papers, many cooperative behaviors, such as sharing sensitive information with others, are "low cost" in terms of time and energy but risky in terms of possible opportunism. When trust is present, positive affect may facilitate cooperative behaviors like information sharing, which require little investment of time and cognitive resources but have the drawback of making individuals vulnerable to opportunism.
Both positive category-based affect and the positive affect felt for specific individuals may contribute to a positive mood that fosters cooperative behavior. However, the positive affect felt for specific individuals (e.g., liking, affective attachments) may further influence cooperation by altering the time and energy people are willing to dedicate to mutually beneficial versus individually rewarded tasks. Because positive affect for specific individuals increases the desire to maintain relationships (Fredrickson, 1998) , it may increase the value or social rewards people associate with cooperation, which, in turn, may increase their general propensity to engage in cooperative versus individually rewarded tasks. Hypothesis 8a: As positive categorybased affect for an outgroup increases, the cooperative behavior directed toward individual outgroup members will increase, after controlling for increases in trust.
Hypothesis 8b: As positive affect for an individual outgroup member (e.g., liking, affective attachments) increases, the cooperative behavior directed toward that person will increase, after controlling for increases in trust. , 1991) , the attributions people make about the causes of their own outcomes after trusting someone may influence their affective response to that person's behavior. For instance, the attribution that someone was responsible for untrustworthy behavior may generate anger or disappointment, whereas attributions that external factors were responsible for the negative outcome may cause sadness (Ellsworth, 1991).
Attributions and social group membership. Social group membership influences the types of attributions people make for others' behavior (e.g., Kramer, 1994; Kramer et al., 1996 ; see Weber, 1994, for a review). For example, individuals tend to make more "forgiving" attributions for the dispositions, motives, and intentions of members of their own group relative to members of other groups (Weber, 1994) . Even when groups are based on arbitrary distinctions, people are more likely to make forgiving attributions for the negative behavior of ingroup members-attributing ingroup members' negative behavior to external causes or temporary factors Weber, 1994) . Conversely, people are more likely to make unforgiving attributions for the negative behavior of outgroup membersattributing outgroup members' negative behavior to internal, stable dispositional factors Weber, 1994) .
I propose that the category-based beliefs and affect associated with social group membership influence attributions about trustworthy behavior indirectly. Category-based beliefs and affect influence both people's perceptions of specific outgroup members' trustworthiness and their affect for specific outgroup members, which, in turn, influence attributions by generating cognitive biases. For instance, to the degree that category-based beliefs generate strong beliefs about an individual outgroup member's trustworthiness, subsequent attributions about that person's behavior may be biased by those original category-based beliefs. Higgins and Bargh have noted that "once a social judgment is made it has pervasive effects on the processing of relevant information, which mainly serve to perpetuate the (original) belief" (1987: 384). For example, expectancy-inconsistent behaviors may receive less attention and be more poorly remembered (e.g., Hamilton, 1979; Markus, 1977) .
Category-based affect also influences attributions indirectly, through its influence on affect and the motivation to trust. The motivation to trust influences attributions, because it triggers the process of "motivated reasoning" that leads people to accept less information when making preference-consistent attributions. Thus, as motivation to trust increases, less information should be required to make forgiving attributions (i.e., attribute untrustworthy behavior to external or unstable causes and trustworthy behavior to internal, stable causes). Similarly, less information should be required to attribute trustworthy intentions to ambiguous behavior. Hypothesis 9: As the perception of specific outgroup members' trustworthiness increases, "forgiving" attributions will increase (i.e., internal attributions for positive outcomes from trust-related behavior and external attributions for negative outcomes from trust-related behavior).
Hypothesis 10: As the motivation to trust specific outgroup members increases, "forgiving" attributions will increase (i.e., internal attributions for positive outcomes from trust-related behavior and external attributions for negative outcomes from trust-related behavior).
Boundary Conditions: Influences of Context on Category-Driven Processing
The model developed here is based on the premise that social group membership influences trust development to the degree that category-driven processing occurs (i.e., people apply previously held beliefs about a group to specific group members, rather than use individuating information about them). Although categorydriven processing may influence many interpersonal interactions in organizations, contextual factors influence the extent to which categorydriven processing will influence these interactions.
Multiple components of context influence category-driven processing in organizational settings. For example, tasks that are ambiguous and nonroutine and tasks that involve time pressure or perceived crises increase categorydriven processes, because they consume the time, attention, and cognitive capacity necessary for processing individuating information (Fiske & Neuberg, 1990) . At an organizational level, a firm's culture can influence employees' motivation to use individuating information (Cox, 1993) . Research indicates that people are able to inhibit the use of category-based beliefs when they make a conscious commitment to avoid using them and are aware that their category-based beliefs might affect their judgment (Olson & Zanna, 1993) . Larkey (1996) suggests that firms with cultures that value diversity may decrease category-driven processing, because such cultures increase employees' attention to the individual characteristics of others and motivate employees to make more accurate interpersonal judgments.2
The reward systems in organizations influence category-driven processing by influencing the salience and goal relevance of particular outgroups (Tjosvold, 1988 Another contribution of this article is the synthesis of the literature on dissimilar social group membership and trust. I clarify why a similarity-trust, dissimilarity-distrust paradigm is inadequate for understanding how trust develops between members of dissimilar groups. Drawing from literature on institutional bases of trust (e.g., Zucker, 1986 ) and on intergroup behavior (Brewer, 1981 Further, I explore organizationally relevant, contextual factors that influence people's use of category-driven processing during trust development, rather than individual-level influences. I leave the examination of individual influences for future research. For instance, I do not investigate how individual differences in categorybased affect or ingroup identification may influence category-driven processes. However, the strong category-based affect that some people associate with outgroup categories may increase the likelihood that they will use category-driven processing. People's strong affective responses may increase their motivation to attribute the valence-consistent positive or negative characteristics they associate with a group to individual outgroup members.
Another example of an individual-level process is ingroup identification-a process that increases the perceived overlap between one's personal goals and the goals of one's ingroup (e.g., Brewer, 1979; Kramer & Brewer, 1984) . Identification may increase the personal relevance of the interdependence between one's ingroup and relevant outgroups. When people identify strongly versus weakly with an ingroup, their perception that another group is cooperatively or competitively interdependent with their ingroup may more strongly influence their category-based beliefs and feelings about the harm or benefits the outgroup is likely to produce. Although an in-depth discussion of individuallevel influences on category-based processes is beyond the scope of this article, investigating individual-level influences represents an important direction for extending the current model.
Directions for Future Research
The hypotheses in the affective-cognitive model need to be tested using a variety of organizationally relevant groups, such as functional areas, demographic categories, and multiple-group-membership subcategories (e.g., Latino engineers, women lawyers). Experimental studies will be important for accurately measuring people's nonconscious affective responses to social groups. Further, because much of the evidence for the dissimilarity-distrust relationship among demographically dissimilar individuals is based on anecdotal evidence, research on diversity would benefit from empirical investigations of trust development that consider how intergroup relations, individual perceptions, and contextual factors help predict when trust development is most likely to be influenced by demographic dissimilarity. Finally, longitudinal studies that measure the indirect impact of category membership on the speed and stability of trust development over time will represent an important test of the model. Longitudinal studies should also investigate the development of both global and specific types of trust over time, providing insight into how category membership influences the development of qualitatively different types of trust.
Implications for Practice
Category-based processes that slow or inhibit trust development may create a critical gap in cooperation or coordination, especially for firms that are in rapidly changing environments. Organizations have several means for decreasing the negative category-based processes that inhibit trust. Managers may choose reward systems and structure tasks in ways that promote identification with an inclusive ingroup, such as the project or organization. They may attempt to change people's personal beliefs and promote more favorable attitudes by providing opportunities for intergroup cooperation between groups of equal status (Olson & Zanna, 1993) . Or they may try to motivate people to pay more attention to other individuals' unique attributes by instituting programs that increase tolerance for constructive conflict around work-related issues and programs that develop people's capacity for valuing different perspectives and approaches to work (Thomas & Ely, 1996) . The strategies mentioned above summarize traditional approaches to intergroup relations. The model developed here further indicates that managers need to attend to the affective context of work interactions. For example, because negative moods that are attributed to irrelevant causes do not influence evaluations of others (Clore et al., 1994) , managers, who articulate plausible sources of negative feelings, such as project-related stress, may be able to decrease the impact of negative, nonconscious, categorybased affect. When managers articulate their impression that a particular cross-functional project is challenging or stressful, people may attribute their negative affect to the difficulty of the project rather than the behavior or personality of specific outgroup members. This type of attribution process could decrease the influence of negative category-based affect on evaluations of others' trustworthiness in cross-functional, interdepartmental, and interorganizational situations. Thus, the articulation of negative feelings and the accounts given for the causes of those feelings may represent an effective but underused managerial tool.
CONCLUSION
This article highlights multiple ways that dissimilar social group membership can influence trust development. I have proposed that the competitive or cooperative interdependence that exists between two groups impacts people's beliefs about group members' trustworthiness and the affect associated with them. Affect, in turn, influences interpersonal trust development through multiple paths: cognitive, motivational, and behavioral. The model developed here illustrates how affect influences people's perceptions of individual group members' trustworthiness, their motivation to trust group members, and their prosocial behavior toward them. Through this article, I seek to motivate empirical tests and a more precise understanding of the social and affective factors that influence how trust develops.
